Phone call from fiolapp 


2/SS/7C 4s 05 p.a. 


began for alopogizing for asking ae to auakait form again, noting 
tnat x had. said they nay© none of tnese tilings, ne just wants to get tnia off 
nia bade, sand would 1 like e letter from tne hep AG so abating, before, later, giv- 
ing aim tne answer tnat ^'d prefer it over tne AG’s signature to eliminate that 
step, 1 asked nim if ne aau. consulted ohner agencies. u e said, despite ay quotation 
of Clark's memo n tile law, tiiat they bad no obligation to but test in any event 
tdare were no sued, agencies of involvement, iie said they panel wss entirely on ita 
own. 1 asked Mm if ne dad read tneir report. Negative. I then told him if he would 
read it and learn of its use in co rt he would laern that it we? officially con- 
voked by his department for official uses ona thst, contrary to the representation 
to him, it *88 assigned certain specific functions, had Fisher’s letter, which 
is what prompted his call. I told him that de3piia the statement that none of what 
I a eked for dxiste, 1 ned proof, over the signature of one of the nan involved, 
that at least at one time it did. I emphasized that I waa not inter, sted in scandal, 
thst say first letter to the AG v.as calculated to prevent this end to alert them 
to tua possibilities, tnat all I went is what x believe I am entitled to, not a 
fat scandal. I askBd him for thep pel’s requests for evidence, "“o record, he was 
told. I aeked hin if he was ewere of the detail in the report, wnlch indicated the 
■probability of the existence of Buch records. u s was not. I told him Fisher said 
they had destroyed the draft (or removed it) and asked him if he understood the 
use that would be made of this when precisely that having been done with the 
autopsy report is ona of toe reasons there was the need for such a panel. I 
think he understood ms on all this destruction of evidence. pointed out thst if any 
working papers existed, they should have remained with, the gove raaeat , which he 
dueputed, hers saying they had no official function aid here is where I told him 
their wry report proves otherwise* I suggested that before he frees® this by writing 
me the letter he suggests, he first look at what A have referred him to, and if he 
has any question, to esk me again. I triad to sake him understand this would give 
him the chance to avoid embarrassment. I hoped be*d seen the extent of specification, 
measurement, etc., so he’d know there had to be records remaining, that such a 
report could not be made without working papers. I . also celled to his attention 
the fact that my request covered both panels, including the original autopsy doctors. 

e apparently wes entirely unaware of tnis, ana when he showed such unewtreness, 

5 tnea to repeat tnat tna new people on tu uighsr 1-veis were in the hanae of 
essentia :.ly the same people on the lower levels who had mede the initial mistakes 
and might be interested in shielding tuemaelvea. »e wss clear end 1 believe repeated 
+ he statement tne Clark memo is witnout standing and disputed my statement it was 
the official guide to all agencies, including hie, end I referred to the provision 
tnat no unnecessary obstacles be .ut in my path. I told him I had asked the Archives, 
that the report itself shows their involvement, fast tney were also party to the 
studies, etc. I forgot to tell Mm h^toads wss respoadent in a suit. I told him that 
while 1 beli.ve he was telling me the truth es he knew it, he had no personal 
knowledge, was dependent upon others. I ssteed Mm to consider his reaction if tna 
positions! were reversed, that this complicated study, with ©11 the technical data 
in it, was made, and then he wes told there is no screp of paper on it remaining. I 
get tne impression tnis got through. We left it that h*> will look into the things 
1 suggested before either writing me or asking me for more information. 1 told him 
I’d show him whet.i referred to, as on its official purposes, etc. I also told him 
there were different but official representations of the official purposes, but in 
each case they were explicit. This is u hasty note because 1 have to la-'-ve, but A 
have no doubt I’ll be able to recall more if and when x have to, pretty specifically. 


aw 



